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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY
Title: A New Oder for the Security and Defense of Europe
Aut hor: LtCol B. Hearn Il, United States Marine Corps

Thesis: As a result of political and econom c changes t hat
have recently occurred in Western Europe, the collective
interests of the European Union (EU), NATO and the United
States would, in the future, be better served through the
formul ation of a specifically defined and sem -aut ononous
EUmlitary capability. This capability, however, woul d
still exist within the context of a revised, nore
contenporary NATO al |l i ance.

Di scussi on: A nunber of Western European nations have taken
measures to unite both politically and econom cally. The
result has been the formation of the European Union (EU).
As a consequence of political and econom c union, as well
as ot her regional devel opnents such as the dissol ution of

t he Soviet Union, the reunification of Germany, and the

Bal kan crisis, the EU has cone to recogni ze a need for a
nore appropriate security and defense arrangenment. In short
the EU has formalized specific security and defense
responsibilities, identified force structure to acconplish
these responsibilities, and has taken neasures to
coordinate its efforts with NATO  For their part, the
United States and NATO recogni ze the benefit and necessity
of remai ni ng engaged i n Europe, of granting a neasure of
autonony to the EU regarding security nmatters, and in
supplenenting the mlitary capability of the EU

Concl usi ons: A new security and defense arrangenent for
West ern Europe, one that depends on the contributions of
both the EU and the United States/NATO is appropriate and

mutual Iy beneficial. The conbined effort of the three wll
result in greater regional stability. Specifically, the
proposed arrangenent will provide a degree of autonony for

and i ncreased defense burden sharing by the EU, allowthe
United States to remain engaged in European affairs, and

will additionally ensure the continued preem nence of NATO
in Western Europe. Ensuring the future success of such an
arrangenent still requires that several outstanding issues

be addressed such as the inadequate | evel of EU defense
spendi ng, pendi ng EU and NATO nenber shi ps, coordi nati on of
intra-European mlitary forces and the independent use of
suppl ementary NATO capabilities by the EU.
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Preface

Change is an obvious and essential aspect of our existence. Pervasive and
continuous, its effects are inescapable. By anticipating and adapting though, this
condition can be used to advantage. Thisis an especialy relevant outlook when applied
to the security and defense of Western Europe. Inevitably, the governing institutions
there have been steadily combining and transforming. This occurrence is manifested in
the emergence of the European Union. Although the end result of integrating the
disparate political, economic, and military institutions of Europe is unknown today, it is
certain that the outcome will have wide impact. Asaresult, it is of paramount
importance to the United States, the European community, and the world at large that all
related issues be taken into account so that maximum, mutual advantage and benefit can
be derived.

The intent of this study isfirst, to explore the issues that bear on the security and
defense of Europe. Thiswill be accomplished by describing the perspectives and actions
of the European Union, NATO, and the United States. Second, deficiencies in current
security and defense plans will be identified and, finally, viable aternatives will be
proposed.
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! Pet er Van Ham Europe’s New Defense Anbitions: Inplications for NATO the US
and Russia. (Garm sch-Partenkirchen, CGermany: The Marshall Center Papers, No. 1, European
Center for Security Studies, 2000), 10.




A re-enmpowering of Europe with new responsibilities and
capabilities is thus on the international agenda, not only
because history is knocking again at Europe’s door, but also
because it is in the best interest of the United States.?

Edwar d Foster

The changes that have occurred throughout Europe over the |ast
fifteen years have been both unexpected and of nonunental proportion.
In particular, three watershed events have left a distinct mark
during this tinme. O even greater consequence, each has produced
consi derabl e specul ation regarding the future. The fall of
the Berlin wall and subsequent reunification of Germany, the collapse
of the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact mlitary alliances, and the
advent of the Bal kan crisis have individually and collectively
necessitated a re-evaluation of the European security and defense
status quo. Cataclysm c and obvious as these events were, however,
they certainly did not result in an innmedi ate change to the |ong
establ i shed and fundanmental defense and security rel ationshi ps extant
bet ween Europe and the United States. Instead, they have served to
facilitate a transformation that is slowy, steadily and inexorably
occurring. The changes in Europe' s security and defense posture and
outl ook are evol utionary and have a basis in the devel opi ng econom c,
foreign and security policies and arrangenents of the newy energing

Eur opean conmunity. |If properly devel oped and nurtured these changes

2 Edward Foster and Gordon W son, CJTF- A Lifeline For a European Defence Policy?
(Wi tehal |, London: The Royal United Services Institute for Defence Studies, 1997), 2.




can coincide with and enhance the traditional transatlantic alliance
to the nutual benefit of all concerned.

The trend in Western Europe today is away from nati onal i sm and
the fashionably antiquated idea of the “nation state”. Preserving
i ndi vi dual sovereignty, defined territorial boundaries, and cul tural
distinctions is a philosophy that is gradually and seem ngly becom ng
outnoded. Energing in its place is an “integrated” and inter-rel ated
regi onal arrangenent known as the European Union (EU), the operative
aspect of which is not so nuch union but integration. This popul ar
terminplies not just unification but in a stricter, nore accurate
sense, both the “organization of individuals of different groups” and

the incorporation as equals into society.”3

Thi s grow ng phenomenon
is something nore than the “United States of Europe” as first
proposed by Wnston Churchill in the early 1950s. Like the citizens
of the United States, dedicated to the Constitution, those of the
Eur opean Uni on have commtted thenselves to the concept of a common
identity and common econonic and political system based on nutually
beneficial and binding agreenents.

Consi dering the dinensions of the proposed integration, as well
as the disparity of the participants, the pace has been expectedly
slow, marked at tinmes by a great deal of bureaucratic paralysis and a

| ack of consensus either anong the nenbers or within the individua

menber constituencies. It nust be enphasi zed, however, that despite



the obstacles, novenent is steadily occurring. Significant strides
have been made and successes are now neasurable in the effort to
establish a cormon European identity, a conmon econom c (nonetary and
trade) partnership, and the devel opment of a conmon political body.
As m ght be expected, these changes have wi de inplications.
Devel opnent of the European Union has |led to several realizations:
first, protection of collective European interests is of grow ng
concern and requires a new conprehensive strategy and appropriate
capabilities. Second, these interests will not necessarily be
restricted to the European continent, and third actions in Europe
will continue to have an influence on the United States as well as
i nplications for NATO

Through numerous protocols, treaties, and agreenents the
nascent European econom ¢ community has gradually constituted
its own mlitary decision making apparatus, identified and
assenbled mlitary forces, devel oped accords for the enpl oynent
of these forces, and established interimmlitary
responsibilities and capabilities. O fundanmental concern,
however, is whether the EU has positioned itself to provide a
legitimate, credible, and effective neasure of security, and
furthernmore, how the EU s capability fits into the Atlantic
Al liance. Fromthe traditional “power projection” standpoint,

Europe is far from achi eving an adequate stand-al one capability

® Webster’s New Col | egi ate Dictionary, (C& Merriam Co, 1997).




and, in fact, is increasingly falling behind in its ability to
act in coalition with the United States or to even neet its
current and standi ng NATO obligations.* Some in Europe woul d
even argue that these recognized deficiencies in mlitary
capability are either surnountable or irrelevant given the
expected results of integrating the European comunity.
Practically speaking though, in light of the current state
of world affairs and growi ng apprehensi ons about the future, the
collective interests of the EU NATO and the United States
woul d best be served through the devel opment of a specifically
defined and autononous EU mlitary capability that exists within

a transfornmed NATO alli ance.

Backgr ound

As is well known, Western Europe in the nmid 20'" century found
itself in total chaos and its societies on the verge of
extinction. Survival to any degree required the devel opnent of a
new and truly sustainable order. Painfully clear was the fact
that “the traditional European policy of maintaining a balance

of power was both practically and norally defunct.”®

Finally,
evi dence of the failed order was convincing enough to inpose

real change on an exhausted and denoralized popul ace. Effective

“ Benjamin F. Nelson, NATO Inplications of European Integration for Allies' Defense
Spendi ng (GAO Report to the Subconmittee on Defense, Conmttee on Appropriations, US.
Senat e: GAQ NSI AD- 99- 185, June 1999), 1.

5 Werner Weidnefeld, America and Europe: |s the Break Inevitable? (CGutersloh:

Bert el smann Foundati on Publ i shers, 1996), 35.




political and econonm c rel ationships capable of sustaining

t hensel ves woul d have to be constructed in Europe. As if
internal strife was not enough, “the grow ng Sovi et
threat....brought honme to the states of the Western world the
urgency of devel oping a genui nely conmmopn defense and security

® To address this |ast devel opment, the Washington

policy.”
Treaty of April 1949 was signed. This docunent established the
North Atlantic Treaty Organi zation (NATO and the Atlantic

Al liance. Under its auspices the follow ng relationship between
the parties was established: an attack on one constituted an
attack on all.’” Backing this arrangenent was the proven defense
capability and resolve of the United States. All parties were
united in a conmon ideol ogy agai nst an obvi ous eneny that stood
in marked contrast. Fundanentally, the Atlantic Alliance

provi ded col | ective, physical protection to Wstern Europe and

8 But of even

precl uded the “reenergence of a hegenonic power.”
greater consequence, it resulted in a benign environnment wherein
the nenbers were free to devel op economcally and politically.

Wth regard to the forner, it was wholly anticipated that Europe
woul d devel op a healthy econom c infrastructure and subsequently

resune normal trade relations with the United States.

Concerning the latter, the ensuing environnent created an

° i denf el d, 42.
7 NATO Handbook (Brussels: NATO Cffice of Information and Press, 1995), 17.
8 Henry Ki ssinger, Does Anmerica need a Foreign Policy? (New York: Sinon and

10



artificial but controlled “l aboratory” that enabled the re-
i ntroduction of ideas and phil osophies (“rationality, human
rights, freedom equality, denocracy”) that had originally been
born in Europe and fully nanifested in Amrerica.®

The system worked exceedingly well and Europeans,
relatively secure, progressively began realizing their
collective interests and the benefits accruing from coordi nat ed
effort. Interestingly enough, the first attenpt at unifying
Europe after the war occurred in 1948. The European Defense
Community (EDC), with its own defense nechani sns, was proposed
as a neans of providing nutual protection. This early foray was
obviously premature especially in light of the weak econom c
conditions in Europe and the |l oom ng Soviet threat. Not until
the fall of the Soviet Union and the re-unification of Germany
woul d Europe have its greatest opportunity for successful
consol i dati on. But the general euphoria that followed the
di sintegration of the Soviet Union also masked a failure to
anticipate new foreign policy considerations. The |oss of a
definable threat coupled with the absence of a future strategy
consequently led to changes in spending priorities for both the

Eur opeans and the United States. For the fornmer, "donestic

Schust er , 2001) , 43.
° Wi denfeld, 23.
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soci al issues" becane the funding priority whereas the l|atter

initiated a general draw down in defense spending. *°

Eur opean Perspective

Regar di ng Europe’s view of security and defense, continued
association with the Atlantic Alliance and a close relationship
with the United States is still w dely recogni zed as necessary.
Eur opeans are undoubtedly grateful for the equanimty of
Aneri can | eadership, the physical protection provided vis-a-vis
t he Soviet Union, and the econom c and material well-being that
has resulted fromthe | ong association with the United States.
Li ke any relationship though, there are frictions. At tines,
Eur opeans have questi oned Anmerican conmm tnent and i ngenuousness.

Al though it is an obvious and accepted fact that domestic
considerations and the national interests of the United States
have a significant inpact on the conduct of foreign policy,

Eur opeans want assurances that actions in the region reflect
mutual interests. Increasing U S. threats of unilateral action
t hroughout the worl d have caused European apprehension and
pronot ed negative connotations of American hegenony. As a
result, there is a growing feeling that the individual interests
and val ues of an increasingly distant United States have

superceded those of a “collective” alliance and Europe in

% Nel son, 2.
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particul ar.!' Recent discussions regarding American troop draw
downs on the continent have al so caused concern. In addition,
and perhaps of even greater inportance, Europeans want to ensure
that they have a say in security and defense issues conmensurate
with the degree of risk they assunme or are subjected to. During
t he height of the Cold War, these issues were noot. The fact
that the United States had political will and mlitary
capability and that Europe provided flank security and a base of
operations created a synbiotic relationship between the two. O
course, ties of culture and a common heritage were al so

i nportant factors. For Europeans, several conditions have now
conbined to change this relationship. Mst obviously, the
Soviet threat has dissolved. To be sure, “Russia s strategic

wei ght in Europe remai ns considerable” but her lack of unity
does mitigate the threat.'? Fundanentally, at least until the
crisis in Kosovo, the lingering European question was -what does
NATO provide in the absence of the Warsaw Pact? In |ight of
Kosovo, the Europeans realized the limtations of their mlitary
capabilities and the deficiencies of their integration efforts
and progress. Most inportantly however, the resulting
enbarrassnent of the Kosovo experience has spurred the European
community to seriously consider its security and defense

failings. It has been dryly remarked that “...the Kosovo crisis

1 Ki ssinger, 27-38.
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has, therefore, done nore for the devel opnent of Europe’s
defense identity than the decade of post-Mastricht

del i berations on the EU s Common Foreign and Security Policy.”?!3
Besi des stimul ati ng Europe and the Union to action, events in
Kosovo al so identified certain NATO vul nerabilities.

Wth integration, Europeans are denonstrating their unity
of purpose. Commobn interests appear now not so nmuch between the
United States and Europe but rather anong the entities of
Western Europe. According to Henry Kissinger, the once strong
bonds of culture, values and norality are weakening.

Furthernore, Anmerica s constant call for Europe to share the
“cost” burden of security has sown sone discord. Lately,

di vergi ng opi nion and purpose are evident in the European
reaction to such |egislation as “the Hel ns-Burton and Iran-Libya
Sanctions Act (ILSA) bills” as well as the nature, |ength, and

i npact on Europe of sanctions taken agai nst both Irag and Cuba.!*
These differences may be resolved in light of the current worl d-
wide threat of terrorism but given the European aversion to

capi tal punishnent, for instance, it will be interesting to see
the outcone regarding the extradition of terrorists, apprehended

in Europe or by European forces, to face trial and potentially

the death penalty in the United States.

2 van Ham 26.
3 van Ham 5.
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By continuing its efforts to forge a conmon uni on of
politics, economcs, and ultimtely defense, Europe is
di spl aying a genuine desire to resune its fundanental and
nat ural obligations. Europeans have the greatest vested
interest in the affairs of Europe. There is, consequently, a
growing feeling that they should assunme a neasure of "self-
determ nation” with regard to the aforenentioned issues. As

Pet er Van Ham observes in his book, Europe s New Def ense

Anbi tions, “a Europe based on political solidarity cannot accept

the silent NATO rule ‘who pays, plays’'.?®

Eur opeans may not want
to accept this rule, but they certainly realize that it has
practical nmerit. As a result, although spending on defense nay
have declined, the EU and the Europeans have commtted
t hensel ves to increased spendi ng on humani tari an assi stance and
nation building efforts.

Lastly, there is also a prevailing opinion that unlike
NATO, a predominantly mlitary institution, the EUw ll have an
i nherent advantage in crisis resolution due to its ability to
draw on the full range of the elenents of power: econonic,
political, and mlitary. Europe is aware of the deficiencies it

has regardi ng these el enents, especially concerning mlitary

capability. To counteract these deficiencies and to ensure that

4 David Boren, Preparing Anerica’ s Foreign Policy for the 215 Century. (Norman, OK:
Uni versity of Okl ahona Press, 1999), 21.
* van Ham 19.
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the mlitary capabilities serving Europe are suitable and

coordi nat ed,

an agreenent to supplenent the EU with certain NATO

capabilities is currently being negotiated. The distillation of

t he af orenenti oned opinions, in conjunction with strides toward

i ntegration,

have |l ed the EU to conclude the foll ow ng regarding

security and defense:

Devel opnent of a security policy and defense

capability is a natural obligation that arises from
econom ¢ and political activity.

To safeguard its interests given the current world
order, the EUw Il have to nore actively engage in
mlitary operations and devote nore resources to the
devel opnment of its mlitary capabilities.

Through conti nued integration, conflict within
Europe is expected to be limted as a result of
the high degree of interaction and

i nt erdependency between the nenbers of the EU.
Consequently, a preponderance of security and
defense effort should be devoted to crisis
prevention and nmanagenent, peacenaki ng and
peacekeepi ng, and the delivery of humanitarian
assi st ance.

For the conflicts that ultimately do arise within
West ern Europe, continuing EU efforts will focus
on providing a conbination of diplomatic,
economc, and mlitary responses. |If a mlitary
response is required then the EU will ensure that
it has the flexibility to act with sone degree of
aut onony or in conbination with NATO and/or non-
al l'i ed European nations.

Rel ations with NATO the United States, and non-
al l'i ed European nations will continue to evol ve.

TR Reid, “The New Europe”. National Geographics Jan. 2002: 32
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For Europeans a continued relationship with NATO and, by
extension, the United States is an absol ute necessity for the
foreseeable future. It is painfully obvious that the EU | acks
the capability to plan and sustain mlitary operations, to
transport its forces, or to effectively collect and di ssem nate
intelligence. Consideration, however, should nonethel ess be
given to the fact that the reason for the original defense
rel ati onship has changed. As a result, it should also follow
that the hierarchy of a new, energing relationship should be
adapted accordingly. Mitual, transatlantic interests wl|l
continue to be based on econom cs and trade. Because of the
cl ose rel ationshi ps and i nter-dependenci es bei ng engendered in
Europe, arising security issues are expected to relate nore to
peace- keepi ng and peace-nmaking. This certainly does not inply
that a traditional mlitary capability on the order of NATO is
outdated. If future security issues are in keeping with the
af orenenti oned prem se then inherent EU capabilities represented
by a small, rapidly deployable force could be sufficient.
Spread throughout its constituency and in varying degrees, the
Eur opean Uni on does possess sufficient nmanpower to achieve this
vi sion; however, it currently lacks the infrastructure necessary

to make that manpower a viable and |legitimte force.

U. S./ NATO Per spective

17



The United States has al ways considered itself Europe’s
faithful partner and welcome friend. This relationship was
founded on nore than an equation of power politics or econom cs.
O greater consequence, the two share a conmon heritage and
hi story. Regarding the issue of European security and defense,
however, Americans have held contradictory views, on one hand
calling for “increased burden-sharing” while on the other “wary
of Europe following its own course in the foreign policy and
security area” or of the construction of a “fortress Europe.” ¥
Throughout the recent Bal kan crisis in Europe, Americans have
alternately inveighed that either their interests were not at
risk and U.S. participation was not warranted, or that
servi cemen and wonen shoul d not be endangered on the ground, or
that U S. soldiers would not serve under foreign commanders.
Reservations were further exacerbated by Europe s |ack of
w I lingness to increase defense spending or to take a nore
active part in ensuring its own security. Over tine, Anericans
have felt as though the cost and responsibility of defending
Europe was inequitably distributed. At NATO s Rome Summit in
1989, then President George H. Bush typified both American
anbi val ence as well as growing frustration over the changes

besetting the U S/ European defense rel ationship by chall enging

" Sophi e Vanhoonacker, The Bush Administration (1989-1993) and the Devel oprent of a
Eur opean Security ldentity. (England: Ashgate Publishing Co., 2001.), 13.
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the Europeans to “...love us or tell us to |eave.”!® At that
time, the Europeans quickly and enphatically responded that a
continued U S. relationship and direct support was stil
necessary and val ued.

Since then, given the effects of the Soviet coll apse, the
inplications of world trade, and the growth of the European
Union, the United States has been philosophically torn between
foll ow ng Thomas Jefferson’s proscription to avoid foreign
“entangl ements” and the need to renmai n engaged. |In Europe, now
nore than ever, the United States cannot afford to “abstain from

active foreign policy.”'® The following is illustrative of the

potential inpact of the European Union on the United States:

Today’ s 15-nenber EU has a total population of around 380
mllion people- about 35 percent nore than the U S. (If all of
the 13 current applicants for nmenbership were to join up, the
EU popul ati on woul d reach about 550 million.) The conbined
GDP of the 15 nenbers is about 7.8 trillion dollars, draw ng
ever closer to America’s 9.9 trillion...That kind of economic
heft provides considerable clout in global affairs, and

Eur opeans have not been shy about flexing their unified

nuscl es. %

These statistics are thought provoking but nmust undoubtedly
be placed in the appropriate context. U.S. policynmakers are
only too aware of the followi ng facts: Europeans consign
resources to support social welfare instead of satisfying
def ense (NATO) obligations, the EU does not wield the

consolidated authority of a federal governnment and | acks the

8 Gary L. Quertner, Collective Security in Europe and Asia. (Carlisle Barracks, PA
Strategic Concepts in National Mlitary Strategy Series, 1992), 62.
1 Wi denfeld, 26.
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ability to nake binding decisions or to set conprehensive
spending priorities, and the "euro", the EU s new speci e, does
not have the strength or clout of the dollar. The inportant
t ake away, however, is that Europeans do have a great and
growi ng appreciation for the power of collective action and that
their political and econom c "market share” will increase in the
future. For these reasons, and with a view toward establishing
a long-termforeign policy, the U S. nust remain engaged and
must adapt itself to the changi ng European | andscape. 1In the
past, events have nmade the U. S. painfully and surprisingly aware
that isolation, vice a continuous and healthy interaction with
Europe, inevitably and ultinately | eads to involvenent at a nuch
hi gher cost and ri sk.

Fortunately, there seens to be increasing agreenent that
“it is in the best interest of the US. to closely followthe
process of European integration, and if possible, try to
influence it so that it does not develop in a direction which is
detrimental to US interests.”?® To that end, U S. foreign
policy, as articulated by then Secretary of State Mdeline
Al bright, can be summed up with three D's: no duplication, no
decoupling, and no discrimnation. The United States, in
essence, said that it does “not want: a decoupling of Europe’'s

security fromthat of Anerica's; a duplication of effort and

2 Reid, 43.
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capabilities; or discrimnation against those allies outside the
EU.” To put the pronouncenent in a positive light, Lord
Robertson, NATO Secretary Ceneral, restated it as the “three
|’s...the indivisibility of the transatlantic |ink; the

i nprovenent of European capabilities; and the inclusiveness of
all allies in Europe’'s defense policy.”??

Utimately, the United States considers NATO a capabl e and
tested bird in the hand to the potential EWVWEU s two in the
bush. This point has been confirned by events in Kosovo.

Al t hough | acki ng the other el enments of power, Washi ngton has
concl uded that NATO, legitimzed over the decades of the Cold
War has, “occupied an extrenely powerful position on the

Eur opean continent and that, if it wanted to nmai ntain sone of
the rel ated advant ages, the preservation of the Al liance, even
in a extensively revised form was an inportant asset.”?® As is
di scussed in a | ater section, NATO revisions have been and are
being made to reflect the changing political conditions in
Europe. (Qoviously, adding a new di nension to the transatlantic
relationship is the advent of global terrorism weapons of mass
destruction, and the rise of latent nationalism To be sure

these will all increase the apprehension of the United States

especially as the EU begins to participate nore actively and

2L vanhoonacker , 13.
2 \an Ham 15.
2 vVanhoonacker, 13.
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i ndependently in world events. Certainly, there is the hope

t hat whatever the future brings, the energing European security
and defense capability will serve to conplenent the rel ationship
al ready established and consequently lead to a nore stable world

or der.

Actions of the European Uni on

It has been interesting to note that the recent unveiling
of the euro by the European Union was nmet with generally brief
and mld curiosity in Arerica. For the nost part, the true
synbol i sm of this hercul ean achi evenent has been conpletely
m ssed. Conveni ence to travel ers aside, conmon currency
enbodi es Europe’s new, hard won, and |ong evolving unification
effort. This acconplishnent represents physical proof of the
fact that the Union can reach consensus and produce substantial,
conprehensive results. Through the vehicle of the Econom c and
Monetary Union (EMJ) the European community has displayed a
willingness to subject itself to a conmon fiscal reginen
Consequently, increased revenue should be derived from nonetary
efficiencies and, ideally, these increases will be spent on
defense initiatives. GCetting to this point has entail ed
consi derabl e behind the scenes machi nati ons, conpromn se and,

above all, risk. In short, the vestiges and fears of the old
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i ndependent European nation states have been and are being
gradual | y deconstruct ed.

As Marten Van Heuven asserts in Anerican Perspectives,

“Europe is a pluralist conposition” that is “exercised through

"24 |f this is true, then her

the web of European institutions.
strength lies in both her plurality and this figurative web,
conprised of a wide-range of institutions. The European
Community of the future intends to exercise its power through

i nter-dependencies and inter-relationships and is founded on the
precept that these arrangenents will prove strong enough to

wi thstand ethnic and cultural differences and that, for the
frictions that do arise, the force available in conjunction with
t he appropriate governing arrangenent, e.g. diplomatic neasures,
wll be sufficient to diffuse and resol ve whatever security
related crisis arise. The European Union has steadily devel oped
a nyriad of agreenents to solidify inter-dependency. To fully
appreci ate the conplexities of the new relationships and to
denonstrate how the creation of the European Union has

i nfluenced the devel opnent of European security policy and
defense capability, sone of the nore significant and pertinent
agreenments have been briefly detailed in chronol ogi cal order

bel ow

Maastricht Treaty (Novenber 1993)

% Marten Van Heuven. Anerican Perspective (RAND CORP., Santa Monica, CA 1999), 3.
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Defi ni ng docunent that revised and
consolidated the three initiating docunents
of the original European Community (EC) and
t hereby transforned the EC into the European
Uni on (EUV).

Est abl i shed a Conmon Foreign and Security

Policy (CFSP) later re-naned the

Organi zation for Security and Cooperation in

Eur ope (OCSE) .

Est abl i shed "econom c conditions for countries to join

the euro area"” such as "reduci ng general governnent

deficits to 3 percent of gross donestic product (CGDP)

and show ng progress toward | oweri ng general

governnent debt to 60 percent of GDP."?

Under Article J.4.1, the Treaty essentially confers on the

EU a “joint” foreign policy obligation and further stipul ates
that the “common foreign and security policy shall include al
guestions related to the security of the Union, including the
eventual fram ng of a conmmon defense policy, which mght in tine
lead to a common defense.”?® It was furthernore anticipated that
this would ultinmately be satisfied under the aegis of the

West ern European Uni on (VEU).

Anst erdam Treaty (May 1997)

Modi fied the Maastricht Treaty to convey that the nove
toward a common defense was “progressive” in nature
and not quite so anbiguous with regard to when it
woul d be i npl ement ed. #’

% Nel son, 4.

% Hanna Q anen, Non-Alignnment and European Security Policy. (Helsinki: The Finnish
Institute for International Affairs. 2000), 39.

27 g anen, 40.
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Directed that EU defense and security responsibilities
woul d specifically be tied to the Petersberg Tasks as
codi fied in Bonn, Gernmany, June 1992.

Agreed that the execution of such roles as
“peacekeepi ng, nonitoring, and conflict prevention”
woul d be the purview of the Western European Uni on

(VEU) .
The Petersberg tasks are |listed as foll ows:
1. Humani tarian and rescue tasks.
2. Peacekeepi ng t asks.
3. Tasks of conbat forces in crisis mnagenent,
i ncl udi ng peacenaki ng.

The tasks obviously have nothing to do with the projection
of mlitary power in the traditional (U S./NATO sense and the
adoption of these particular tasks can undoubtedly be
interpreted in a nunber of ways. Primarily, it could indicate
that the EU recognizes its limtations with regard to providing
a defense capability and/or that, it does not expect a unified
Europe will require the projection of traditional mlitary
power. There is undoubtedly sone truth in both; however,
current capability and expectations aside, by this action the
Union mani fests its nodest intentions and desire to participate
in security and defense and to take physical responsibility for
ensuring the stability of its own comrunity.

O the various proceedings and decl arations, the follow ng

generated considerable attention due to the apparent change in

traditional British policy:

25



St Mal o Decl aration (Decenber 1998)

Angl o- French initiative synbolizing England’ s grow ng
association with the continent regarding
foreign/security policy and establishnment of an “in-
house” defense capability.

Asserted that the EU “nust have the capacity for

aut ononous action, backed by credible mlitary forces,
the neans to decide to use them and a readiness to do
so, in order to respond to international crisis...”?®

Col ogne European Council (June 1999)

Oficially confirmed the incorporation of the Western
Eur opean Union into the EU
Al though currently it “has neither its own forces nor
command structures”, the WEU i s an organi zati on conceptual |y
destined for a large role in the future of the European Union.
Finally integrated into the community, the organi zati on, which
actually predates NATO by one year, is intended to give the EU
an operational capability. Currently, to achieve that
objective, the WEU has at its disposal the “Forces Answerable to
the WEU' (FAWEU). These forces “coul d be made avail able to WEU
on a case-by-case basis for specific operations that have been
designated by the WEU nations” with the consent of the owning
nation. In addition, the WEU is theoretically capable of asking

NATO for assets, “including Conbined Joint Task Forces (CITFs),

2 Mat hi opoul is & Gyarmati. Saint Malo and Beyond: Toward European Defense. The Washi ngton
Quarterly, Autumm 1999, 65+
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for its operations.”?®

Two i nportant aspects of the WEU shoul d
further be noted. First, the United States, Russia, Eastern and
Central Europe are nenbers to varying degrees. Second,

menber ship regardl ess of classification as delineated in Figure

2 belowinplies a right to participate in WEU operations to sone

degr ee.
Associate Members Associate Partners Observers
Czech Republic Bulgaria Denmark
Hungary Estonia Austria
| celand Latvia Finland
Norway Lithuania Ireland
Poland Romania Sweden
Turkey Slovakia
WEU Menbership C assifications
Fi gure 23°

Figure 3 follow ng provides additional details regarding the

FAVEU:

FORCE CONTRI BUTI NG NATI ONS

2 \stern European Union Home Page. WEU and NATO 10 Jan. 2002
<ht t p: // ww. weu. i nt/ eng/ i nf o/ nat 0. ht n»
¥ Van Ham 10.
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Hel si nki

EURCCORPS Bel gi un | France Ger many Luxenbour g Spai n

Mil tinational DIV Bel gi un | Ger nany Net her | ands u. K.

UK/ Net her | ands U K. Net her | ands

Anphi b Force

EURCFOR France Italy Por t ugal Spai n

(Rapi d Depl oy Force)

EUROMARFOR France Italy Por t ugal Spai n

(Eur opean Maritinme Force)

1% Ger man/ Ger many | Net her| ands

Net her | ands Corps (HQ

Spani sh-Italian Spai n Italy

Anphi b Force

Eur opean Air G oup Bel gi un | France Ger many Italy Net her | ands Spain | U K
Fi gure 33!

Eur opean Council (Decenber 1999)

Proposed the formation of a “Comon European Security
and Defense Policy” (CESDP) in order to initiate

devel opnment of a European crisis nanagenent capability
that i ncorporates and uses NATO assets w thout direct
NATO i nvol verent . *?

Ratified a “headline goal” for its 15 nmenbers that
called for the establishment of a European “rapid
reaction force”.

Qutlined the required capabilities of this force as
follows: “must be able, by 2003, to deploy within 60
days and sustain for at least 1 year mlitary forces
of up to 50, 000-60, 000 persons capable of the full
range of Petersberg Tasks.”33

Call ed for the devel opnent of “new political and
mlitary bodies” to satisfy the objectives of the EU

Qualified the relationship between the EU and NATO.

I ntroduced the role of “non-EU European NATO nenbers
and other interested States”.

3 Western European Union Home Page.

Devel opnent of WU s (perati onal

Capabilities. 10

Jan. 2002 <http://ww. weu. i nt/eng/info/opcap. ht n»
32 Centre for European Reform EU Defense Policy. <http://ww.cer.org.uk/nr_01/index. htm >
A Progress Report.

3 Mark Cakes,
(London:

Common Eur opean Security and Defence Policy:
House of Commons Library, Research Paper 00/84, 31 Cctober 2000.), 37.
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The above actions clearly define a natural progression.
The European Union has made significant strides with regard to
the forrmulation of foreign policy, establishnment of a security
policy, and nost inportantly, the devel opnment of a defense and
security capability. Practically speaking, the EUis currently
organi zing the FAWEU and is establishing the criteria and
conditions for using both the individual elenents and the entity
as a whole. Furthernore, the EUis working to clearly institute
the political nmechanisns for activation and enpl oynent. The
union fully realizes that, currently, it |acks sufficient
infrastructure to provide conmand and control, intelligence
collection, lift, and | ogistical support to the force. Once
interimagreenents with NATO are negotiated and signed they wll
not only provide authority to the EUWEU, but will also entitle
the WEU to borrow the aforenenti oned capabilities from NATO.
The “quid pro quo” of this arrangenent is that it allows NATO
and the U.S. to avoid participation in every crisis arising in
Europe while still indirectly supporting European security.

Both parties can potentially benefit fromthis arrangenent.

Actions of U.S./NATO

Wthout the loss of its traditional threat, and in |ight of
recent devel opnents in Europe, NATO has had to adapt in order to

retain its primacy and legitimcy in European affairs. This
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process has been of great interest to the United States because
of its need to remain engaged in the affairs of Europe.
Excerpted from Robert Pearson’s essay, Essential Elenents of
Eur opean Security, the follow ng passage summari zes the current

condi tion:

In nodern world history, there has been no gl obal security
wi t hout European security. In this century it has not been
possible to think of European security w thout American

i nvol vement. And, the United States is conmitted to NATO
as the principal institution to represent and advance
Anerican security interests in Europe.®

Al t hough perhaps slow to realize and react to the changes

i n Europe, NATO has neverthel ess made several | andmark deci sions

in an attenpt to accommodate itself to a new Europe increasingly

governed by the European Union. The decisions, reached in the
followi ng foruns, are summarized as foll ows:

NATO Summit Meeting: Brussels (May 1989)

Called for a reduction of conventional forces in
Eur ope.

“...outlined Alliance’s approach to overcom ng the
di vi sion of Europe and the shaping of a just and
peaceful European order.”3®

Recogni zed changi ng environnment particularly with

regard to the Soviet Union and Eastern/Central Europe.

Est abl i shed European Security and Defense ldentity
(ESDI') and the Conbi ned Joint Task Force (CITF)
concept .

% Barry, Charles L. and Souchon, Lennart, editors. Security Architecture For Europe.
§V\aShi ngton, D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1994.),59.
® NATO Handbook, 72
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Desi gnated that the Deputy, SACEUR woul d have the
authority to command NATO forces transferred to the
VEU.
Both the ESDI and CJTF were proposed as a neans of giving
Europe nore responsibility and autonony regarding security and
def ense whil e simultaneously ensuring Europe’s continued

i ncorporation within NATO  ESDI conceptually established a

Eur opean defense “pillar” that was intended to assist in

collectively buttressing the Alliance. The CITF is specifically

defined as foll ows:

CJTF is a multinational (conmbined) and nulti-service
(joint) task force, task-organized and fornmed for the
full range of the Alliance's mlitary missions requiring
mul ti nati onal and rmulti-service command and control by a
CJTF Headquarters. It may include elements from non- NATO
Troop Contributing Nations. 3

Furthernore, the CIJTF was created in order “...to make NATO

assets avail able, on the basis of case-by-case decisions by the
North Atlantic Council, for operations |ed by the Wstern

Eur opean Union (WEU).”3’ This devel opment was especially

i nportant because, although it gives Europe nore autonomy, NATO
and the United States ultimately retain freedomof action and
direct influence in European affairs.

NATO Sunmit Meeting: London (July 1990)

| dentified the need to change the alliance in Iight of

the col l apse of the Soviet Union and to “bring
confront ati on between East and West to an end.”3®

% NATO Handbook, 73
57 NATO Handbook, 73.
% NATO Handbook, 75
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NATO Sunmmit Meeting: Rome (Novenber 1991)

NATO

Called for reductions in the size of NATO forces

depl oyed in Europe. Recognized the need to

“stream ine command structure and to adapt ...defense
pl anni ng arrangenents and procedures” given Europe’s
new y energing “crisis managenent and peacekeepi ng”
requirements.>°

Affirmed the intent to i nclude Eastern and Central
Europe in an “evol ving partnership”.

Summit Meeting: Washington (1999)

Est abl i shed protocol for EU CESDP use of NATO mlitary
assets in European crisis nmanagenent situations when
di rect NATO i nvol venent is not exercised.

Est abl i shed the specific condition that requests for

use of NATO assets woul d be considered on a case- by-
case basi s.

This summit envisioned a sem -autononobus security role

for the EU, however, as originally witten the specific condition

effectively allows individual NATO nenbers to bl ock EU use of

col |l ective NATO assets. Many NATO nenbers supported the "right of

first

refusal™ wherein “in any crisis situation, the EU should get

involved only if NATO first determned that the Alliance as a

whol e woul d not act.

"40  To preclude these obstacles, a policy of

"assured access" or uninhibited use of certain NATO assets has

been agreed to by all Alliance nenbers with the exception of

3% NATO Handbook, 76

4 W m Van Eekel en. Building European Defence: NATOs ESDI and the European Union’s
ESDP. [North Atlantic Assenbly Report, Commttee Reports, Sub-Conmittee on Transatlantic
Def ence (AT-07-e)] <http://ww. naa. be/ publications/conrep/ 2000/ at-07-e. ht m >.
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Turkey. The inplications of this situation will be addressed
| ater.

Al'l things considered, the United States is commtted
to supporting the European Union and the anbitions of the w der
Eur opean community. Washi ngton has recogni zed that “a failure of
t he European security policy, whether inside or outside NATO wll
only foster (in Europe) continued resentnents at American
dom nance, and (in America) continued resentnents at Europe’s
I nadequat e sharing of common burdens.” Avoiding this conundrum
has necessitated the strengthening of Europe in order to
“...inprove its defense capabilities, within the Alliance
framewor k. ”*!  The adaptati ons of NATO are essentially neant to
strengthen the inter-dependencies of the EU and the United States.
In addition, by providing the EU a neasure of autonony and
increasing its mlitary capability (lift, command and control, and
intelligence) the expectation is that Europeans wll be better
able to contribute to their own defense. This arrangenent is also
expected to reduce the burden on NATO and the U. S. and absol ve the
two of the obligation to participate in every European

conti ngency.

Russi a, Eastern and Central Europe

One of the nore significant issues confronting both NATO

1 Rodman, 4.
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and the European Union today relates to the potential for
acquiring and assimlating new nenbers from Eastern/ Central
Europe. The “states” in these regions, along with Russia, have
i ndi cated certain desires regarding participation in NATO, the
EU, or both organizations. Wthout a doubt, stability in this
regi on woul d serve everyone’'s interests and could be enhanced by
inclusion in a wider conmunity. Menbership and the ensuing
stability, however, is predicated on a nunber of conpl ex

dynam cs, nanely; the degree to which Russia is able to exert
its influence in the region, the success of denocratic reforns,
the transition to free market econom es, and the “re-energence
of nationalisni in the prospective nembers.*? Wth regard to
Russia it has made unsuccessful attenpts, either through force
(Chechnya) or the establishnment of a confederation [ Cormmonweal th
of I ndependent States (CIS)], to retain influence over its
former holdings. Except for the last issue, progress is slowy
bei ng made in the other areas.

O the choices available to Eastern and Central Europe, the
alternative provided by NATO is especially prom sing because it
synbolizes a credible and legitinate capability based on a
readily identifiable and respected quality, the ability to

project mlitary power.* Unfortunately, NATO enlargenent has

42 Johan J. Host, Exploring Europe's Future: Trends and Prospects Relating to Security.
(Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 1990), 23.
3 Van Ham 32.




been nunbingly slow and is dependent on actions in the U S.
Congress. The pace, justifiably so, has been slow due to
Russi an sensitivities and the inability of prospective nenbers
to achi eve m ni num standards for inclusion. As an interim good
faith measure NATO has established the Partnership for Peace
(PfP) Program but nmany of the invited nenbers view this nove as
only a pacifying gesture.

As a conplenent to the NATO alliance, the alternative
option, nenbership in the EU, also prom ses conprehensive and
nmut ual benefits. For starters the Union offers economc
opportunity and political stability. “The European Conmunity is
the primary structuring institution in the present political

order in Europe.”*

More inportantly it holds the prom se of
bot h “pan- European” and “col | ective security.”? Lastly, Russians
see the EU, in general, as less threatening. Specifically they
“wel come the EUs mlitary plans as a step to rid Europe of

"46  These consi derations

Anerican hegenony and NATO centrism
aside, including Russia and Eastern and Central Europe in a
def ense framework woul d i ncrease European security on the whole

and add to the potential mlitary capability of the EU

Currently the EU has proposed the foll ow ng candi dates from

44
Hol st, 29.
% Mary M MKenzie and Peter Loedel, The Promise and Reality of European Security

Cooper ation. (Wstport, CT: Praeger, 1998), 1.
McKenzi e, 6.
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Eastern/ Central Europe for inclusion during the next round of

menber shi p tal ks:

EU EXPANSI ON
Bul gari a Latvi a Sl ovaki a
Czech Li t huani a Sl oveni a
Republ i c
Est oni a Pol and Tur key
Hungary Romani a
Figure 4

Thi s option appears pronising but is a considerabl e way
fromreality. Qutstanding nationalistic tendencies and the cost
of incorporation, anong other things, are still large
i npedi nents that will require resolution before these regions

can be incorporated into the EU, NATO or both entities.

Turkey and "Assured Access"

Turkey is at the center of an unresolved issue for both
NATO and the EU. The consequences of this situation directly
inpinge on the ability of the EU to devel op an aut ononous
security and defense capability. Stemring partly fromits
altercation wth Geece over the island of Cyprus, Turkey has
consistently been excluded fromfull nenbership in the European
Union for the last 30 years. Currently it is an Associ ate nenber
along with the Czech Republic, Hungary, Iceland, Norway, and
Pol and. This distinction essentially bars it from deciding or
voting on EU crisis managenent operations. On the contrary,

Turkey is an indispensable nmenber of NATO. In this capacity it

36



al one has vetoed the EU s "assured access" to NATOmlitary
assets and "Because of this blockage, the EU does not have
guaranteed access to NATO planning facilities at SHAPE [ Suprene
Headquarters Allied Powers Europe]. Furthernore, NATO has to
approve any formal contact between EU and NATO officials on a

case- by-case basis."*’

Thi s obviously precludes the EU from
operating with any degree of autonony unless it does so w thout
NATO assets. Turkish intransigence stens fromfears "that the EU
m ght intervene in an area of strategic interest...such as

Cyprus, the Aegean or the Bal kans."*®

Aggravating the situation
is the fact that Greece enjoys full nenbership in both NATO and
the EU and that there is great probability that Cyprus will be
integrated independently into the EU in 2004-05. This |ast
devel opnent seem ngly |l ends credence to Turkey's fears. Several
critical shortfalls result if this inpasse is not resol ved.
First, the EUs ability to provide any mlitary capability is
limted to the point of being valueless. This, in turn,
continues to nmake Europe nore dependent on NATO and the United
States, not |less so. Second, by excluding non- EU European NATO
menbers and especially Turkey, a strategically inportant Miuslim

country astride the East West crossroads, EU foreign policy

reflects incredible shortsightedness.

47 Charles Grant, A European View of ESDP. Centre for European Reform Sept 2001.
fght tp://www. cer. org. uk/ nr_01/ esdp_090. pdf >1+.
I bid
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Concl usi on:

A strong desire to devel op an autononous security and
def ense capability has grown out of the energi ng European
confederation. Presently, though, the capability is nore
t heoretical than concrete but the ground work has gradual ly been
| aid and substantive, collective action taken toward achi eving
this objective. Today the Europeans are in an ideal position to
assune greater responsibility for their own security and to
create regional stability. Now nore than ever “a grown-up
Europe, united within the franmework of the EU, cannot afford not
to have the necessary neans to support its political, economc

and other interests.”*

| f peaceful conditions devel op in Europe
as aresult of integration, then the mlitary capability now
extant in the EU could, under certain conditions, be sufficient
to resolve future crises. As previously described, the

Pet ersberg Tasks are, admttedly, of relatively small magnitude;
however, by assunmi ng these responsibilities and by truly
devel opi ng the neans to acconplish themthen the EU can begin to
establish mlitary legitimcy and a nmeasure of the autonony that
it seeks. Nevertheless, EU considerations represent only one

side of the European security and defense issue. |In order to

produce the nost conprehensive and effective coverage, future

49 Mat hi opoul os, 65.
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contributions by the Europeans nust be coordinated with and
conplinmentary to the capabilities provided by NATO and the
United States. Mreover, continuation of the transatlantic
relationship is absolutely essential for all concerned,
especially if regional crisis do not follow the expected
Eur opean nodel. NATO and the United States provide substanti al
mlitary capabilities that cannot currently be duplicated by the
EU. These capabilities include air and sealift, Command and
Control (C2) infrastructure, and intelligence collection and
dissemnation. 1In his article, Their Om Arnmy? Making European
Def ense Work, Philip Gordon, fornmer nenber of the Nationa
Security Council, makes the follow ng reconmendati ons for
ensuring the continued security and defense of Europe.
EU:

. Accept greater responsibility for security.
. Exercise the political will to use the mlitary

assets it inherently possesses.
3. I ncrease defense spending.

4. All ow non-EU nenbers to participate fully when
meki ng security decisions that have regiona

i npact .

N -

United States and NATO
1. Make NATO assets available to the EU on a |ess
restrictive basis than "case-by-case".
2. Increase transatlantic "industrial cooperation”
and share defense technol ogi es.
Creating a new "hybrid" security and defense arrangenent

that includes NATO the United States, and the EU woul d
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ultimately increase the stability and security of the region
whi | e sinmul taneously establishing a continued raison d etre for
NATO, an unquestionable role for the United States, and a
nmeasure of autonomy for the European Union. |In general, the
conbi ned capabilities of these entities would result in the
foll owi ng benefits:

Resol ution of issues through the use of all of the

traditional elenments of "national" power: political,
cultural, diplomatic, and/or mlitary.

More equitable distribution of defense costs and
responsi bilities.

Net increase of mlitary capability.

Potential incorporation of the w der European region
into an integrated and conprehensive security
arrangenent .

Increased flexibility with regard to who participates
and overall strengthening of the transatlantic

rel ati onshi p.

Prom sing and straightforward as the above seemthere are
consi derabl e obstacles. The EU does not yet possess a conbi ned
force capable of neeting the responsibilities of the Petersberg
Tasks. The primary reason for this deficiency relates to
funding. Two inportant fiscal issues require resol ution.

First, the EU nust establish and assert the authority to set

spending priorities and "execute" budgeted euros in order to

purchase specific defense capabilities. The second, and npst

0 Philip H Gordon, “Their Own Arny? Making European Defense Wrk”. Forei gn Affairs



critical issue, requires that Europeans exercise the politica

wi | | power to devote nore resources to the devel opnent and
purchase of necessary defense capabilities. As it stands now
“"the [conbined] EU countries spend $140 billion a year on
defence, conpared with Anerica's $290 billion, yet possess about
ten percent of America' s capacity to deploy and sustain

51 Even nore renarkable the United States, with

troops”.
seemngly little effort, intends to expend another $350 billion
on defense in order to fight the current war on terrorism The
potential for increased defense spendi ng does exist in Europe.

G eater fiscal discipline, a condition and benefit of nenbership
in the EMJ, has resulted in a nore stable and prom si ng economi c

envi ronnment . %2

Efforts to end conscription and consolidate
defense related industries are also gradually leading to
increased efficiencies. O course, these changes do not
necessarily guarantee increased revenue especially in the short
term In addition, there is no guarantee that increased revenue
will ultimtely be spent on defense. Absent a clearly defined
and | oom ng threat, Europeans may continue to devote resources
to social entitlements given its health and wel fare system and

i ncreasi ng pension prograns. Events in the Bal kans have had

sone effect in this regard and, hopefully, the inpressions of

Jul y/ August 2000: 1+.
*1 Charles Grant, European Defence Post Kosovo?, 2.

52 Nel son, 14.
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that tragedy, coupled with the new threat of global terrorism
will provide the inpetus for adequately funding a new security
and defense plan.

For their respective parts, NATO and the United States
shoul d al so continue to adapt to the changes occurring in
Europe. Fundanentally, this can be done by continued pronotion
of the ESDI. Maxinmumeffort should be applied toward brokering
an agreenent between the respective parties regardi ng use of the
CJTF and toward resolving the issue of "assured access". In
addition, the United States can help in narrowi ng the
capabilities gap by sharing its intelligence assets and
industrial gains to an even greater extent. Lastly, potentia
EU strengt hs such as humanitarian assi stance, crisis
preventi on/ managenent, and its position vis-a-vis the rest of
Eur ope and Russia should be capitalized upon.

In a time of new econom c order (globalization) and
political disorder (terrorism, an integrated European Union
that is both conplenmented by NATO and the United States and
conplenmentary to themis the best neans of ensuring the
conti nued defense and security of Europe. Furthernore the
recent actions taken by each, although inconplete, support a
shared view of the future. Conbining the traditional trans-

atlantic alliance with a new regional security and defense
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capability results not only in a strong European comrunity but,

consequently, a stronger, nore stable world.
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